ABSTRACT
INTRODUCTION AND LITERATURE REVIEW
uccessful companies exist when employees and other stakeholders interact in a healthy manner while focused on the accomplishment of critical tasks. How to develop a positive culture while maintaining strategic alignment among the stakeholders was the subject of this research. Corporate directors' behaviors were assessed by their peers in order to determine positive culture, level of stress, and strategic alignment. This study examined the link between the consistency of self-evaluation versus peer-evaluation of a manager's supervisory skills and the level of stress between individuals in the organization. The researchers hypothesized that the lower the stress in the organization, the more consistent one's self and peer management skill evaluation will be. This research also determined how management skills might be most effective in developing a healthy work culture.
A company spends a significant part of its budget on employee training. This training is aimed at developing new skills that will improve the effectiveness and efficiency in accomplishing tasks. Essential skills to possess in the company are social skills, which are needed to interact effectively with others (Cote & Miners, 2006 ). Cote and Miners reported that employees with high cognitive intelligence out-perform those with low cognitive intelligence. Employees with low cognitive intelligence perform at higher levels if they also have a high level of emotional intelligence. Emotional intelligence is the appraisal and expression of emotions in oneself, appraisal and recognition of emotions in others, regulation of emotions in oneself, and use of emotions to facilitate performance (Goleman, 1995) . Cote and Miners' findings demonstrated that higher emotional intelligence tends to compensate for low cognitive intelligence in regards to job performance (Baron & Markman, 2003) . Witt & Ferris (2003) investigated the relationship between conscientiousness, the accomplishment of tasks, and social skills. Conscientiousness, one of the five major dimensions of personality, is defined by an individual who has competence, order, dutifulness, achievement, self-discipline and deliberation as part of his personality (Costa & McCrae, 1992) . Individuals who are very conscientious showed higher task performance than those who Strategic alignment is the developing, evaluating, and implementing of actions that will enable a company to reach its long-term objectives. This is done through the development of a mission, vision, policies and plans, followed by an allocation of resources to implement these. Early researchers in the discipline of strategic management included Chandler (1962) ; Selznick (1957) , with the SWOT analysis; Ansoff (1965) , with gap analysis; and Drucker (1954) , with managing by objectives (MBO). Pascale and Athos (1981) claimed the reason for Japanese corporate success in the 1970s resulted from their superior management techniques. They divided these techniques into seven aspects, known as the McKinsey 7S model. This model argued the need for alignment of strategy with structure, systems, staff, style (culture), skills, and shared values. Peters and Waterman (1982) examined the keys to excellence in organizations. Collins and Porras (1994) conducted empirical research on what makes great companies and found that successful companies encouraged and preserved a core ideology that nurtures the company. Geus (1997), the former CEO of Shell Gasoline, identified four key traits of companies that had prospered for more than fifty years: (a) sensitivity to the business environment, (b) cohesion, (c) tolerance, and (d) decentralization. Each of these traits depends on the ability to build relationships internally or externally. Kaplan and Norton (2006) are known in the field of management for their research on alignment issues within the organization. Their approach has been to take the business strategy and develop a balanced scorecard and strategic map to align the different group and department efforts and performance. When one sees an organization that is dysfunctional and underperforming, the lack of alignment is readily apparent.
Conceptual Models
Two conceptual models were used as the basis for this research. The Competing Values Framework (CVF) was developed to measure the management skill of individuals in an organization (Quinn et al., 2007) . Secondly, the Healthy versus Toxic Organization Model was utilized because it measures the stress in partnerships from a task as well as a culture dimension (Moore, 2006) . CVF has been used extensively in research on organizational and leadership effectiveness and has become a tool for teaching management and leadership in universities. The Competing Values Framework is divided into four quadrants representing the Human Relations, Internal Process, Rational Goal, and Open Systems management models ( Figure 1 ). They are associated with the action words collaborate, control, compete, and create, respectively. Within each of these quadrants Quinn noted there are two management roles, bringing the total management roles of the CVF to eight (Quinn et al., 2007) . Benne and Sheats (1948) noted that roles within the group tend to be differentiated between task-oriented roles and relations-oriented roles. Managers have two main responsibilities. The first is for their unit or department to be efficient and effective at accomplishing their goals. Secondly, managers must balance their departments' needs with the overall goals of the organization. This is accomplished through organizational alignment and adaptation of their unit or departmental goals.
The Healthy versus Toxic Organization Model stems from research on virtue and survival behaviors in an organization (Moore, 2006) . Data show when virtue behaviors of truth, vision and service were present in organizational partnerships, growth was present. Inversely, when survivalist behaviors of deception, use of fear, pride or greed were present in organizational partnerships, toxicity was present. Stress in an organization, either internal or external, distorts a department's behavior to adapt and cope with the stress and interdepartmental dysfunction.
The Competing Values Framework, with the Strategic Alignment Model and the Healthy versus Toxic Organization Model, combine to clarify some of the organizational stress and dysfunction in the organization. Intuitively, the relationship between healthy partnership behaviors and strategic alignment on organizational goals and priorities can be seen. As relationships thrive in healthy partnerships, strategic alignment is improved and organizational goals are achieved. Inversely, as relationships become toxic and survivalist, relationships deteriorate and organizational goals are lost to more immediate personal or departmental goals. When there is a sustained unhealthy toxic culture developed, silos are created (refers to the imagery of isolated work units which do not communicate and are hostile one to another), and the organization loses its strategic focus and effectiveness. For example, a sales department is in the open systems model and is essential to the company in securing new business and sales. However, the sales department must also be concerned about the success of the operations department, which is found in the rational goal model quadrant. If the sales department does not take into consideration the operation's departmental goals and constraints, it risks creating an unhealthy and toxic culture by selling products that meet its specific sales department goals but are the difficult to produce and thus damage the operations departmental goals. Stress and conflict would therefore arise and silos develop between the sales and operations department because they are competing one against another, each believing the other is a barrier to departmental goals. In an organization there will always be stress and competing demands for resources and accomplishment of goals. However, if this normal organizational stress is dealt with in a healthy fashion, the organization will work as a team and achieve its goals and objectives. The Competing Values Framework provides a method to look at specific feedback from peers and compare it to the self-assessment of each department. Based on a scientific way of approaching these differences, a road map for organizational effectiveness can be established. © 2011 The Clute Institute
METHODOLOGY
The data for this research were collected in a small manufacturing company in South Carolina with 200 employees. The chief executive officer (CEO) opened his company to the researchers in order to understand the relationship between healthy and toxic organizational behaviors and their impact on organizational effectiveness. The company is comprised of six departments (i.e., sales, operations, engineering, quality, human resources and finance). The directors of these departments are called the executive leadership. Before administering the surveys, the researchers trained the executive leadership in the CVF and Healthy versus Toxic Organization models. This step was essential in order to develop a common language and a way to consistently evaluate themselves and each other. The training was completed through two quarterly off-site training sessions.
Survey Instruments
Three survey instruments were used in data collection: (a) a Competing Values Framework selfassessment survey, (b) a Competing Values Framework peer assessment survey, and (c) an inter-department service evaluation survey to assess the partnership level of another department from a task and a culture dimension. The first survey administered was a self-assessment survey comprised of 36 questions that gives eight scores on a scale of one to seven for each of the eight management skills. A score of seven is high indicating mastery or proficiency in each management skill. The second survey was a peer assessment of another's management skill and comprised of 32 questions that gave eight scores on a scale of one to seven for each of the eight management skills (Figure 2) . A score of seven is high, indicating that the manager has achieved mastery or proficiency in each management skill. The third survey was a peer assessment about the partnership with each of the other departments in the organization. Using a scale ranging from one to eight, partnerships are evaluated and two scores are given. The first score is given for level of accomplishment of tasks in the partnership. The second score is given for the level of cohesiveness in culture in the partnership. The first and second surveys can be compared to see the accuracy of the department's self-perception versus its peers' perception. These results can also be used to evaluate its organizational alignment with respect to its organizational fit on the CVF wheel. Each department should be strong within the quadrant that it represents. Deviations from the norm can be observed.
In the organization, department directors should score high in the following roles/quadrants:
Human (Figure 3) . Based on the scores from the survey, departments can be placed on the pyramid, clarifying the realities of the departments in the company. Scores that represented a toxic and dysfunctional organization ranged between 1 and 4 (i.e., 1 = highly toxic, 4 = toxic). Scores that represented a healthy and functional organization ranged between 5 and 8 (i.e., (5 = healthy, 8 = very healthy and cohesive). 
FINDINGS
The data for this research are presented in three parts: (a) the differences and correlation between the department manager's self-evaluation and his peer evaluation of management skill; (b) the measurement of the stress level, evaluated by peers, in terms of task and culture; and (c) the correlation between the first and second sets of data. Table 1 shows the difference between the self-assessment and peer assessment of eight management roles for each department manager. A negative difference indicates that the peer assessment was lower than the selfassessment. While this table shows where the discrepancies exist between self and peer evaluations, a manager's strength or weakness cannot be measured by these differences. The sales, engineering, and quality managers have two or more scores that are considerably different from their peers' perception. Furthermore, the quality manager underestimated her ability in all eight roles. Finally, the researchers observed that the sales and finance manager overestimated their abilities in almost all eight roles, and the sales manager was not perceived by his peers as being as effective in the human resource quadrant.
In order to determine the perceived strength of a manager's skill, scores of 5.8 to 7.0 were considered strengths. In the facilitator, innovator, producer, and director roles, none of the managers scored a 5.8 or above. In the mentor role, the purchasing, quality, and finance managers scored a 5.8 or above. In the coordinator role, the purchasing and finance managers scored a 5.8 or above. In the broker role, the purchasing and sales managers scored a 5.8 or above. Finally, in the monitor role, the finance manager scored a 5.8 or above.
Taking the difference of self-assessment versus peer assessment of management skills with a rating of 5. Table 2 illustrates the alignment or lack of strategic alignment of the departments in regard to their perceived management strengths. The strongest alignment exists in the company when the department's perceived management strength is in the appropriate strategic area. This table notes with a + each department's perceived management role strength and a -for a perceived management weakness. In the secondary columns entitled strategic alignment, the strategic area of needed management strength is noted with a + where a low score ranges from 0 to 4.4, a neutral score ranges from 4.5 to 5.7, and a high score ranges from 5.8 to 7.0. Overall, three of the seven managers scored 5.8 and above in peer evaluation on mentor skills, showing that this is a top management strength for these managers. A manager who is a good mentor is desirable for a company which endeavors to create a collaborative culture where team building and communicating effectively are valued. These collaborative skills are essential in the high pressure environment of manufacturing where the company faces constant changes because some of the pressure might be coming internally from managers of other departments who tend to show traits of a dictator rather than a facilitator. It is rather unexpected to find that the quality manager scores high in the mentor skill but not high in the coordinator or monitor skill. The fact that quality managers perform as mentors instead of monitors points to some distortion of alignment in the organization. It may be natural that the sales manager turns out to a good broker, but there appears to be a clash between his perception and the perception of his peers as to the role of an effective facilitator and mentor. His peers seem to think that he is not a good team player, contrary to what he thinks.
It is also interesting to note that the operations, engineering and human resource managers are not seen to have strong management skills by their peers. The operations and engineering departments should be actively pointing the company toward their customers and the external stakeholders; however, if they are focused on developing the facilitator and mentor skills exclusively, they may become distracted and not focus on the market or their customers because of the dominant clan culture. Table 3 represents the consistency between the department self-perception versus peer perception of management skills. There are two strong negative correlations and two strong positive correlations above the 80th percentile. The strong negative correlation exists in the sales manager assessing himself highly in the mentor and monitor skills, but his peers do not. A strong positive correlation exists where the executive leadership finds the sales director strong in the broker skill and the engineering director strong in the innovator skill. The sales director is recognized as very strong in the broker role, but his peers perceive him to be low in the internal management skills of coordinator, monitor, facilitator, and mentor. Two explanations can be drawn from the sales director's assessments showing him to be overconfident of his human relations and internal process abilities. First, he could be involved internally in the company with the development of quality, production, and engineering but is not effective in working with these departments in a healthy and cohesive way. Secondly, he could be not involved internally in the company and spending his time with external customers but scoring himself to be strong in the coordinator, monitor, facilitator, and mentor skills. The engineering director is recognized as an innovator but needs to develop these abilities. The finance director is perceived as being a strong manager, internally focused with human relations and internal processes skills. The purchasing director has the strongest leadership abilities among the directors. His peers perceive him to be a very strong facilitator, which is essential in the culture of this company as well as having management strengths in the three of the four management areas.
Another observation included the omission of the human resources department due to insufficient data available to determine a correlation. Not enough peer respondents were provided to give a valid correlation. © 2011 The Clute Institute Scores that are closer to eight indicate little or no stress in the partnership. Inversely, scores closer to one are the most stressful and dysfunctional. The middle score is 4.9. Scores 4.9 and lower are defined as having a high level of stress and dysfunctional, while scores above 5.0 are defined as being more functional and less stressful (Table 4) . Scores in the Task and the Culture dimensions are not always the same. A score that is significantly higher in Task over Culture would indicate that the partnership is focused on goals and reaching specific objectives at the expense of developing shared commitment, an effort to solve conflict in a healthy way or develop mutual accountability and transparency. If the score is significantly higher in Culture over Task, the data would suggest that the partnership is focused on creating a healthy culture at the expense of getting specific goals accomplished.
We can observe two interdepartmental relationships that are dysfunctional and stressful and one relationship that is very healthy. The dysfunctional relationships are in the operations and sales departments. In the operations department, relationships are characterized by no shared plan and a lack of harmony. This dysfunction will create a silo mentality between this department and the other departments. The sales relationship is better where some departments report to have a shared plan and open communication. Both of these departments do not benefit from a healthy working environment within the company. These dysfunctions will impact the accomplishment of company objectives and customer expectations. The healthy partnership involves the finance department which has the highest score and the least amount of stress and dysfunction measured by its peers in the company.
Stress scores for the operation and finance departments are out of the 90% confidence interval, indicating that they are significantly low and high respectively in comparison to other departments. The operations department is low in task as well as in culture revealing a high level of stress within the company. The finance department is high in task as well as in culture indicating a low level of stress within the company.
Finally, it is interesting to note that the purchasing director, the strongest manager, does not have the least amount of stress. The directors with scores above 5.9 are strong in the human relations model as mentors and facilitators, focused on collaborating. Their peers note that they engage in constructive conflict, not engaging in personal attacks or passive aggressive behaviors. It is important to note that their Task scores are higher than the dysfunctional group. The correlation coefficients reported in Table 5 measure the degree of consistency between the results in Table 3 and Table 4 . Figures close to 1 in Table 5 would indicate that a stronger agreement between self and peer perceptions of management skill leads to a lower stress level. The threshold value for significance is 0.67, and a strong positive correlation is found for the facilitator role, which focuses on positive conflict resolution and working in teams. This is consistent for both the task and the culture dimensions.
CONCLUSION
Successful companies are organizations that have leaders who work to create a healthy working culture as well as focus on accomplishing tasks which are aligned to the mission and strategy. Using a self-assessment and peer assessment of management behavior surveys, the leadership of the organization can determine the health of the culture, level of stress and alignment of its work units. As leaders develop the facilitator behaviors in their departments, stress decreases and tasks are accomplished, improving the health of the culture.
The results of this study show that developing a healthy culture is important to the organization, impacting its ability to accomplish tasks. Directors and employees developing facilitator behaviors will promote a healthy workplace, decreasing stress in the organization and increasing the accomplishment of tasks.
